MINUTES
Klamath Fishery Management Council
August 1, 1994
Columbia River Red Lion Inn, Portland, OR

10:00 am Convene

ADMINISTRATION

1. The meeting was called to order by Chair Mclsaac with a quorum of
members present (Attachment 1},

2. Review and approve agenda

Wilkinson: I would like to add an agenda item. I've asked CCFRO to repeat
the report they gave to the Task Force regarding their juvenile outmigrant
monitoring program.

Orcutt: The tribe’s intent is to forward the spawner deficit accounting
proposal to the Pacific Council today.

Crover: I would like to add an agenda item. 1'11 give an update on
Department of Interior's (DCI) positien on the Trinity Frogram
reauthorization.

%% Motion to approve amended agenda {attachment 2}.

*%k* Consensus.

3. Approve minutes of meetings held: March 1-2. March 7-8, April 4-5,
and May 23.

Fletcher: The Yurok Tribe will provide corrections to the minutes later
(handout A).

Boydstun: 1 need to see these corrections and compare them to California
Department of Fish and Game's (CDFG) written clarification on our statement
mae at the March 1 meeting (handout B) before I can approve the minutes.

Mclsaac: We will wait to approve the minutes until later.

TECHNICAL REPORTS

4, Hoopa Tribe'’s presentation of their spawner deficit accounting
preoposal

Orcutt: We need to move forward on the spawner deficit accounting (SDA) issue
today. The tribe introduced this concept as a proposed amendment to the
fishery management plan to add accountability to protecting the fishery
resource. SDA is the only proposal that puts accountability in management.
Regarding the variations between brood and cohort year accounting, we have
found that supplementing the cohort year is better than supplementing the
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brood year, Our main concern over a de minimis fishery is that we are
watering down the Pacific Council's authority because once it 1s written into

the fishery management plan it constrains the authority to practice .
conservation blology to reach the target floor. A de minimis fishery has also
been proposed for ecoho -- we are concerned that thils management proposal will

also limit the Pacific Council’s authority. The SDA propesal 1s supperted by

the full tribal council and Hoopa Tribal members.

Q: What do you mean about putting accountability in management?

A: The intent Is that SDA will bring accountability to fishery management
because in some cases overfishing has caused subfloor escapement.

Q: 1Is it true that the SDA propeosal does not have a de minimis feature to it?

A: The proposal does not have a de minimis feature in it for years in which
the projected preseason escapement is 35,000-50,000. [Mike, did you mean
this?] In years in which the preseason projections are below 35,000 we will
defer to doing what is right for the resource. For example, in '92 the
Pacific Council selected an 8% harvest rate. If escapement loocks like it is
going to be below the floor, we will leave it to the Paclific Council teo make
the right decision.

Q: 5o would the proposal have a line in it saying that it would not preclude
a de minimis impact on an annual basis?

A: Ve are willing to negotiate about all these things if the proposal goes
forward to the Pacific Council.

Q: 1f I understand vwhat you are saying, your propocsal does not have a strong
feature precluding any fisheries whatsocever. If the forecast is less than the
spawner deficit accounting cap, is there some flexibility between 35,000-
50,0007 Would it be a hard lock at zero fishing in this instance?

A: De minimis would come in between 35,000-50,000. The reality is that in
every year, Klamath stocks continue to decline to be at or below the floor.

Q: If the Hoopa propesal goes forward as a Klamath Council recommendation,
then the Pacific Council adopts it as an amendment, do you or do you not have
a lock in at a hard zero?

A: Zero could be considered. We would leave that to PFMC.

Boydstun: I am not sure how to decipher the description of the tribe's
proposal (HVT1). 1I'd like to know more clearly what the proposal is. In the
modeling, it calls for "No allowance for a de minimis fisheries" so 1 could
conclude that below 35,000 means that there would be no ocean fishing.

McIsaac: Maybe what we are seeing here is a proposal for it to be zero, while
recognizing that there is an emergency allowance in the PFMC rules to deviate
from that.




5. Council discussion of the spawner deficit accounting propesal

Walters: A long time ago the spawnling escapement floor was decided based on
river flow levels that we had in the 70's. What would have happened in '93 if
the escapement was above the floor when the flows were low? Considering all
the fish that died at Iron Gate Hatchery, how many spawners would have died orx
unsuccessfully spawned during that time period? We have been denled access to
a lot of fish that would have unsuccessfully spawned anyway. 1 would like to
hear opinions on what would have happened.

Orcutt: Prior to '80, 120,000 acre feet of water were released down the
Trinity River (10% of total annual runeff). 1In 1980, the Secretary of
Interior raised the minimum floor to be 340,000 acre feet (25X of annual
runcff). Our efforts at this time are to assess the amount of water needed
for salmonids. Preliminary Fish and Wildlife Service {FWS) data show that
600,000 af are needed for spawning and rearing on the Trinity side. On the
Klamath side, your concerns are valid -- numerous reports (Bureau of
Reclamation) show 92 as one of the worst water years on record, This
resulted in dewatered redds in the mainstem.

Fletcher: Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) will continue to ask us why they should
provide water if there are no fish to utilize it. Note also that npatural
runs, and Trinity Hatchery, were low on escapement in *93.

Q: Walters: How many fish would have survived at Iron Gate Hatchery (IGH)
and Trinity River Hatchery (TRH) if 50,000 fish showed up?

A: Boydstun: We would have had more mortality of adult fish. It wouldn't
have affected egg production because IGH was already at maximum egg production
capacity. Ve would have had greater returns to TRH, so would have been able
to meet our egg take goal there.

Oreutt: There are state adopted water quality criteria that need to be met on
the North Fork of the Trinity River (e.g. a block of water is provided in
July/August to meet temperature standards (60° F).

Bitts: Not only did we have a dewatering event in the main river this year,
but we also saw dewatered redds in the Shasta River. An anonymous source
tells me that flows dropped from 20 to 10 cfs during the outmigration period
this spring. The question remains "what would have been the marginal benefit
of those 15,000 extra spawners if SDA was being used?"

Walters: What if SDA had been in place for the past 2 years? The fish
wouldn’t have survived in the river because the water conditions were so bad.
We need to have a scientific evaluation of what would have happened if 8DA was
put in place a few years ago.

McTszac: The technical team has done some hindcasting on that. Maybe George
could give us a generic answer to the question regarding the marginal benefit
of 15,000 more spawners above the 35,000 level. I realize that your analysis
does not incorporate any habitat changes (due to differing flow levels). Can



you give us an idea of the technical appralsal for 15,000 spawners above
35,000 (to give us average results)?

Kautsky: We don’t know the answer to that question., We could pick a certain
year {e.g, drought year), but we don't know what the conditions will be for
other correlated natural events (e.g, conditions for spawning in November or
coenditions in May/June for rearing) and then we don't know how to apply that
te future years.

Walters: How many fish do we have to let go to IGH to get enough fish to TRH?

Kautsky: 1In the long run, 531 of the escapement goes to IGH compared to the
escapement to TRH. Last year we had 20,000 fish escapement to IGH and less
than 1,000 to TRH, We don’'t know how to explain this anomaly. It may have
been associated with flows.

Bitts: In considering the differential that occurred last year, remember
that: 1) the bulk of fish last year were 3 year olds, and 2) in 19%0 TrRH
released "near-zero" fingerlings which might have had a severe impact on the
return in 1993. [Note: TRH fingerling release in 1990 was 2.7 million. Zero
release occurred in 1991. (CDFG, Hatchery production report)]

Boydstun: I am concerned about Klamath basin management. SDA doesn't address
the problems with low productivity from the Salmon, Scott, and Shasta Rivers,
SDA has a fault which i{s that it gives us a false sense of security in regards
to sub-basin stocks. 1 want to refer to the Klamath River Review Team Report
(PFMC) (provided upon request). We should look at this report while we are
considering the SDA proposal.

Orcutt: I find your concerns about managing sub-basin stocks amusing. 1In the
past, whenever anybody brought up the need for doing a sub-basin analysis for
fall chinook, it didn't happen. When the state was asked to review Shasta
River escapement for potential listing (for threatened or endangered status),
I understood that the state responded there wasn't enough information to
warrant review for state listing.

6. Report of the Technical Advisory Team

Kautsky: Table 5 on page 10 of the TAT report (handout C) presents results of
the team’s analysis of what would have happened if SDA was in effect in recent
years. Hindcasting didn’'t necessarily reflect benefits or detriments to the
resource in the following year. Hindcasting was simply a year by year
assessment. The cap of 46,500 was the highest deficit requirement we could
have used. The first column looks at the predicted total impacts. The actual
escapement (shown in column 3) generates the numbers for the columns to the
right of it. So, the deficit in 1990 pushed the target in 1991 right up to
the maximum cap of 46,500 natural escapement.

Under 5% de minimis impact, 6,200 fish would have been harvested in 1991.
Except for 1993, SDA targets wouldn't have been met even in the absence of all
fishing. Under the 5% de minimis impact rate with SDA, an appreciable




reduction in harvest would have occurred in all years (below that which was
prescribed for management) comparing column 1 to column 6.

Under 8% de minimis, harvest would have increased substantially over the 5%
option, but would still have been more restricted than the actual management.
In 1992, we managed for 8% so harvest would have been 12,900 under de minimis.
In 1993 and 1994 harvest would have decreased using 8% de minimis. The
natural escapement for fall chinook 1s shown in the second to the last column
and indicates that in 1992 we would have dipped into the flooxr (because
escapement was 23,000). This demonstrates that under the de minimis
provision, there is flexibility in SDA. [George, what do you mean?] The 8%
column is titled "ocean impacts" but, the 12,900 dces not represent just ocean
impacts. It represents the allocatien of 12X of the non-tribal harvest for
in-river recreational fisheries, ocean harvest and 50/50 allocation for
tribal:non-tribal. The 5% column reflects total ocean and in-river
considerations under that allocation guldeline.

7. council discussion of the Technical Advisory Team's report
(questions answered by Kautsky)

Q: If one looks at the column "actual natural escapement” and the very next
column "SDA escapement target"™ you can see how the deficit is added on (up to
the cap) every year. But how is it that the next column shows 46,500 as the
escapement in 1993 under 5% harvest?

A: The 5% de minimis allowance would have allowed 53,800 natural escapement.
We calculated a higher harvest in order to arrive at the 46,500 cap. BSo in
this case, the escapement cap overrode the de minimis cap.

Q: 1In terms of general hindcasting in recent years, would the Hoopa proposal
have given us a target escapement of 50,000 in every year (except in 1994 when
escapement would have been slightly under)?

A: That's correct. That is the way we modeled it (for HVT1). For HVI2, we
averaged the de minimis allowance in years when escapement was expected to
exceed the 35,000 floor to allow a 5% harvest rate.

Q: If there was zero fishing in 1993, then how many Klamath fish would have
died at the hatchery with the high water temperatures/low oxygen that existed?
How many fish would we have not had access to that later became part of this
sacrifice?

A: 1 don’t have that number,

Bitts: Table 7 shows the season structure for ocean fishing with a 10%
overall impact rate. These seasons shown are more restrictive than the 1992
season which is the most restrictive ever experienced. We have been
experiencing reductions that are extremely expensive to the sport and
commercial fishing industries. We have, effectively, been in de minimis
fisheries for the past three years. De minimis improvements to the escapement
to the Klamath system are the best that can be expected. Even if fish can
return, there is not going to be enough water.
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Q: 1In Tsable 5, does the sixth column show what would have been the predicted
preseason impacts {(e.g. in 1991)7

A: Correct. Those numbers are for comparison to what was actually predicted.
We now have data that Is more updated, but we will use the data in the table
for comparative purposes.

Boydstun: If actual natural escapement is taken as a proportion of the
projected actual escapement, you can get a feeling for what would have been
achieved. For example, if 43,600 was projected pre-season then in reality (if
you had gone through that management scenario} you would have only achieved
14,000 natural spawners (Instead of 11,600 actual)., To achieve a couple
thousand more spawners, you would have practically shut the ocean down to
bring the natural escapement up to maybe 14,000.

Kautsky: The table shows preseason estimates that are bound by whatever the
methoedology was that year. We wanted to clarify the best estimate of what
would have happened for you to leook at,

Q: On page one, you describe the modeling of status quo. In the last
paragraph, as abundance drops off you describe reductions in ocean and tribal
fisheries, but in the last sentence you describe that cuts will be made in the
gquota for terminal fisheries. At what abundance level does this go to a zero
terminal fisheries?

A: TFor a schematic, you can refer to Figure 3. The harvest wedge that is
depicted is not meant to be quantitative. Yes, there is some harvest

occurring, all the way down to an escapement forecast of zero, We used 5%
harvest impacts for this model, which is probably realistic when we look at
overall impacts (including the impact of whiting by-catch, catch & release
mortality, poaching, etc). The Technical Team figured there is always

incidental impact. We modeled it at 5%, and assigned it to tribal harvest.

Biscussion on definition of status gqueo

Boley: ILook at the "percent no ocean fishing” line in Table 1. Shouldn’t
that number get smaller if you shift from the more restrictive "HVT no de
minimis®™ column to the less restrictive "status quo™ column?

A: No, the number would go up, because we modeled the status quo option as if
that incidental impact occurred in the river. 1In order to provide that
impact, it would reguire a reduction in the ocean harvest.

Boley: If you define status quo as 50/50, then the percentage of "no ocean
fishing” would be something less than 1.4%. Your definition of status quo is
different than the current situation. Why did you select this definition?

A: It reflects the fact that, in our modeled situation, in some years you
have no ocean fishing at all while some occurs in the river. This is not
necessarily status quo, but we labeled that incidental impact of 5% as tribal
harvest.




Roley: Under the HVT1 proposal the tribal/non-tribal allocation is 50/50 of
any harvestable amount of fish. This report says that, under 50/50 sharing,
we have only 0.8% of the years where we have no ocean fishing.

Kautsky: The only difference between the first and second column in Table 1
is that the first column defines status quo as being “the years when the floor
is not going to be met and fisheries are reduced proportionally 50/50 to the
floor level." At that point, any impacts that do occur are allocated to the
river -- so there would be slightly more closure in the ocean.

Boley: I don't agree with that definition of status quo.

Q: Bitts: 1 am concerned about the validity of this report when it has
information in it (definition of status quo) that I don't agree with, Why did
you present a totally different scenario than what 1 understand status quo to
be?

A: The information presented is closer to what the HVT proposal is (modeled
at a 5% rate). We had to choose some rate. In every year we choose to manage
for, some kind of impact is reallzed.

Fletcher: This Council is not charged with coming to agreement on a
definition for status quo. We are charged with answering the question of
whether or not SDA benefits Klamath stocks.

Boley: Table 1 shows that there isn’t much difference between the
alternatives. The management alternatives don't seem to be as critical an
i{ssue for stock productivity as what kind of conditions are available in the
ocean, river, etc. The issue of accountability is a higher concern.

Fletcher: Hopefully harvest managers are accountable because of our
opportunity to structure seasons based on the stocks of concern. This year,
we tried to lessen the impact on earlier running fish by structuring our
seasons so that they are protected. This should help us convince the water
managers to change their management.

MeIsaac: 1 have a problem with the last two sentences in the paragraph
describing status quo!
Beyond this peint, for modelling purposes, further reductions in harvest
rates are made in ocean fisheries exclusively, equally by the commercial
and recreational fisheries, until the ocean fisherles are extinguished. As
forecast abundance continues to decrease, cuts will be made in the quota
for the terminal fisheries.
This presumes that the 12,000 level stayed the same. This is not something
that has occurred.

Polos: The statement "for modeling purposes®™ should be emphasized in this
document. The 12,000 fish tribal quota is not "status quo”, but that’s how
the model was run.

McIsaac: Has this report gone to FFMC staff? (Yes.) Let's emphasize the "for
modeling purposes” description of "status quo”, if people ask us about it.
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Oreutt: The Hoopa Tribe has never put a number on the minimum number of fish
our tribe needs for subsistence or ceremonlial purposes,

Bitts: I can‘t find Kope's discussion in this report: he said that a
marginal benefit could occur if SDA was implemented as long as the floor is
sufficiently below optimum spawning numbers. 1f the floor were near, at or
above optimum spawning numbers, then implementing SDA would produce an adverse
effect on the resource. He then sald that we don’'t have enough information to
know what the floor should be, but we do know that the current flcor should be
considered accurate until is it reviewed (near or above optimum spawning
numbers). The data that we have collected since the floor was set needs to be
reviewed. We shouldn’t move forward with this proposal unless the definition
of the "current floor” i{s noted as being "up for review" in this report.

McIsaac: Kope's analysis is part of the record from an earlier meeting.

Boley: The discussions on SDA are inseparable from the discussions on the
proper floor level -- which is inseparable from the discussions on the amount
of water needed for habitat -- which is inseparable from all the other
variables. This whole issue is intricate. Maybe when we talk about 5DA we
should also talk about water deficit accounting,

Fletcher: Magnuson Act amendments may lead to that. The Habitat Committee
will be looking at essential fish habitat when we meet today.

Orcutt: We have heard a lot of discussions on this. The Trinity program has

an escapement floor of 63,000 fish -- way above what the Klamath side has. As
far as habitat management goes, if you look at what an acre of water is worth

in California, you are looking at an extremely skewed economic perspective.

We need to look at all these things together.

Q: Regarding the Technical Team’s analysis, I (Boydstun) first want to
commend the team for their efforts, Second, I want to clarify what the alpha
and beta parameters were that were used in this report. The small effect of
stock parameters is striking, probably because the range of alpha and beta
modelled is small. What is the difference if low productivity was used? What
does a high stock productivity look like?

A: No, we did not look at other combinations of alpha and beta. The earlier
report did, We thought that, for the purposes of this report, that it was
appropriate to model the fitted parameters (Table 3 & 4). The difference
between the tables is revealed when we change from a linear intercept
predictive model to a forced zero method. The forced zero methodology
provides 85% of the protection from overfishing.

Q: +what about the beta parameter? We used to think that beta represented
that point on the curve where we got the maximum production from the
population. How many adults does it equate to?

A: The fitted data show the curve cresting at about 38,000 spawners. The
default parameters used in the model, the "assumed" beta, top out at about
50,000,




Q: Are the values so close together that it hides the results?

A: Yes. The other factor hiding the results are all the other variables and
all the other variability (stock recruit relationship). When you build in all
that error it may mask the benefits from the model.

Bitts: The team did the comparison forcing the data through zero instead of
linear regression. Was a similar comparison contemplated between the
partitioned cohort projection methodology {pcpm) and the earlier methoedology?
It seems to me that pcpm predicted with better accuracy the natural component
of the run. Was this looked at in terms of reducing the incidence of
overfishing?

Kautsky: We are reviewing and comparing the methodologles right now. Ve have
locked at forced zero regression, linear regression with a positive y-
intercept and the pcpm. I may have time to report on this later.
Preliminarily what we are finding is that no one method appears to be best.
The pcpm should be the least biased in the long term. [The TAT reviewed this
report by mail last week. A sub-group of the TAT is working on it. Barnes
says that it will then be circulated to the Council by August 22. The final
will go to the Pacific Council by September 25.}

Polos: 1 want to point out that we wouldn’t use pcpm with natural fish, which
is solely what our 5DA report deals with. Running the data through zero
results in an 84% reduction in "overfishing”.

McIsaac: Would proposers like to speak about their alternatives to this
proposal prior to it going out for public comment?

Fletcher: The Yurck Tribe (and other tribes) have held a position that we
have an emergency minimum need that needs to be met prior to other fisheries
oceurring. This priority issue needs to be considered as the main focus of
the Yurok alternative.

Boydstun: The CDFG proposal is an attempt to legitimize what is already going
on with regard to ocean/in-river management. The Department of Commerce has
taken the position that we can't close down the whole ocean in order to
protect Klamath chinook. We have proposed a level of ocean fishing that would
provide for harvest of Sacramento River chinook south of Pt. Arena and harvest
of other stocks of chinook North of Florence South Jetty. This would also
incorporate the idea of having an elevated floor of 43,000 per year following
the years in which the 35,000 fish floor is not met. This also provides for
an 8% ocean harvest rate with an equal number of fish taken in tribal
fisheries.

McIsaac: Are there any questions on these two alternatives?

8. Public comment on the igsue of SDA

Judy Cunningham, representative of Klamath Management Zone Coalition and
United Anglers: The consensus of both of these organizations is opposition
to the SDA proposal because we feel it is a further restriction in the ocean
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fishery. Other issues need to be addressed. 1 agree with the statements made
by Scott Boley In regards to taking into counsideration the watershed
coenditions,

Lunch

7. Council discussion of the Technical Advisory Team's report

{continued)

Kautsky: Exhibit ¢ (handout D) Is a matrix that allows you to compare and
contrast the options for SDA. The intent of this document is to put it all on
one page, so that you can all understand the various versions of what is being
proposed,

Bitts: T want to clarify my position on the 50/50 split, The 50/50 split is
currently the law of the land. However I am not willing te forward anything
for consideration as an amendment to the framework plan that uses the 50/50
split as a foundation. I am a plaintiff in that case so I will vote no on any
motion that uses this as a foundation.

Kautsky: The 50/50 allocation is not part of the SDA concept, so the two
issues could be uncoupled,

9. Action: Consider either sending the Hoopa Tribe’s proposal te the
Pacific Council or reporting to the Pacific Council on this group’s
discussions.

** Motion (Orcutt): Forward alternative A (HVTL) to the Pacific Council for
possible incorporation to the fishery management plan as amendment 12. The
Pacific Council could then begin their scoping process.

Seconded (Wilkinson).
Discussion

Boydstun: I will not vote in favor of this proposal. Refer to page 4, item
#3, dealing with stock protection -- this paragraph shows that the Hoopa
proposal reduced the incidence of overfishing by 75%. However, reducing the
bias in the preseason stock prediction methodology (forcing regression through
zero) resulted in an 84X reduction in overfishing. These changes in stock
prediction methodology have been implemented. I don’t see any reason to go
into SDA when it appears that the appropriate changes have been made in the
management that negate the necessity of the SDA approach.

Bitts: I will not support this motion either: 1) I agree with Boydstun’s
reasons, ) there is uncertainty as to whether the floor is known, and 3) this
proposal is the most expensive (in terms of fishery restrictions) and the
least effective method (in terms of accomplishing any positive effect on
productivity of the resource).
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Bostwick: 1 do not support this wmotion, for a different reason, although the
end result is the same. My reason is that accountability for the resource has
not occurred in the net fishery. I don’t know if this problem s due to the
way the regulations are written or the ways they are enforced, but I'm upset
at this lack of accountabllity to the resource. I've seen: sturgeon rotting
in unattended nets, a 65 x 35 net used by an Indian (illegal net depth and
illegal tossing of jack salmon from net), gill nets unattended, sunken gill
nets unattended, and unattended drift nets. Previously, all these things were
illegal. You can’'t tell me these things demonstrate accountability and you
can't ask me to give up more of my epportunity to fish when 1 have nothing
more to give up.

Fletcher: To address these concerns. This season and throughout most of last
season, the Yurok fishery has been quite restrictive (e.g. this spring we only
fished three days a week, closure from 9 pm Sunday until 5 am Wednesday). The
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) is supposed to enforce the regulations. We sit
down with fishermen to scope and decide on the regulations that will best
protect the resource. The season structure resulted because fishermen bought
into it. 1 seriously doubt that you saw sturgeon rotting in the net. 1 don't
want to bicker about all this -- all fisheries have public perception
problems.

Ritts: I have a lot of respect for tribal values and professionalism of the
Yurok Tribe and CCFRO. At the same time, the tribal fishery has a serious
public image problem in the counties along the north coast of California. The
problem endures.

Call for question:

California Commercial Salmon Fishing Industry: no
Pacific Fishery Management Council: no
California In-River Sport Fishing Community: no
California Department of Fish and Game: no
Non-Hoopa Indians Residing in the Klamath Conservation Area: abstain
Hoopa Indian Tribe: yes
U.S. Department of the Interior: abstain
National Marine Fisheries Service: abstain
California Offshore Recreational Fishing Industry: no
Oregon Commercial Salmon Fishing Industry: no

Motion fails.

McIsaac: My understanding is that representatives and their designated
alternate are allowed a vote, Alternate’s alternates are mot entitled to
vote. Therefore, Viele (NMFS) and Grover (DOI) abstain.

Iverson: The operating procedures do not specify voting procedures for
alternates’.
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% Motlon (Wilkinmson): Status gquo (50/530 tribal/non-tribal allocation, as

shown in Exhibit G}. .
Seconded (Orcutt).

Q: Does your motion include the changes in predictive methodology made for

the 1994 season?

A: My motion is silent on that.
Discussion

% Friendly amendment (Boydstun): Adopt the Klamath River Fall Chinock Review
Team Report (June 1994) as guidance to the Council in terms of managing for
fall chinock, When you get a chance to study it, you will see that Klamath
stocks have been fished much harder than stocks on the Trinity side.

%% Action: Amendment accepted, This should be included in the presentation
to the Pacific Council.

Q: Can you clarify your meaning?

A: The motion is as summarized in "Exhibit ¢". It includes a 50/50 harvest
split.

Q: Keith, what is your purpose?

A: To assist this Council in sending a recommendation to PFMC.

o There is going to be considerable debate on the definition of status quo.
1 am not ready to lock myself in to this definition.

o It seems like we are in the process of elimlnation to come up with
something to forward to the Pacific Council.

Call for question:

California Commercial Salmon Fishing Industry: o
Pacific Fishery Management Council: abstain
California In-River Sport Fishing Community: no
California Department of Fish and Game: yes
Non-Hoopa Indians Residing in the Klamath Conservation Area: no
Hoopa Indian Tribe: no
U.S. Department of the Interior: abstain
National Marine Fisheries Service: abstain
California Offshore Recreational Fishing Industry: yes
Oregon Commercial Salmon Fishing Industry: yes

Motion fails. Friendly amendment fails with the motion.

Q: Bitts: Is there another way to get at Keith’s objective?
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A: Wilkinson: Perhaps we could strike the "50/50 split" statement,

Q: Grover: Could we include the Technical Team’s report as part of our
recommendation to the Pacific Council?

A: Wilkinson: That repert has already been forwarded to the Pacific Counclil.
Although it did not go with a cover letter signed by the Klamath Council's
chair.

Break for caucus.

*% Motion (Wilkinson): Forward status quo -- excluding all printed
information in the bottom block of Exhibit G, Include 2 documents for
presentation to the FPacific Council (TAT Analysis and the Klamath River Fall
Chinook Review Team Report) because they have meritorious value.

Seconded (Boydstun).

Piscussion

Boydstun: 1 would like to clarify that the TAT's main report should go
forward, not all the appendixes (because they go into other subjects and may
eloud the issue).

o We should clean up the TAT report before it is forwarded.

Q: Orcutt: Does the definition of status quo {(that is going forward) include
the Secretary of Commerce’s decision (1992} to elevate the natural spawner

escapement floor? If not, where does it fit?

A: Wilkinsen: It is my intent to not include that elevated floor. I
understood that the Secretary of Commerce would act on this separately.

Boydstun: We would continue to manage for a 33% escapement rate,

McIsaac: So, I'm hearing from the Council that they are in favor of
forwarding the SDA report to the Pacific Council. The Council would like me
to note in my report that we are not in agreement as to the definition of

status quo as described in the report.

Call for question:

California Commercial Salmon Fishing Industry: yes
Pacific Fishery Management Council: abstain
California In-River Sport Fishing Community: yes
Non-Hoopa Indians Residing in the Klamath Conservation Area: abstain
National Marine Fisheries Service: abstain
Hoopa Indian Tribe: no
California Department of Fish and Game: yes
U.S. Department of the Interjor: abstain
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California Offshore Recreational Fishing Industry: yes
Oregon Commercial Salmon Fishing Industry: yes

Motion fails.

Mclsaac: Are there any other motions that pertain to the issue of spawner
deficit accounting?

#% Motion (Orcutt): Forward a report to the Pacific Council of the range of
alternatives that the Klamath Council looked at for supplementing spawning
escapement. Status quo.

Seconded {Wilkinson).

Q: Could you achieve the same result by forwarding the two reports without
putting “"range® in?

A: The Pacific Council may want to hear that the Klamath Council wants the
range reviewed,

0 We would have to note that there is still some debate as to what is status
quo.

Q: 1Is the intent of the motion to forward the report of recommendations? or
to forward the recommendations?

A: The intent is to encompass the various alternatives shown In exhibit G.
Wilkinson: Should the paragraph on page 1 of the report on SDA be stricken?
Fletcher: My problem is that the description of status quo in Exhibit G is
different than the definition in the report. I say that we shouldn’t believe

any of these definitions -- no one is comfortable with these definitions.

** Friendly amendment: We, as a Council, have not agreed to a definition of
status quo.

o When the chair makes the report to the Pacific Council, he will elaborate
on this discussion -- specifically that there was a lack of consensus on
various views/definitions of status quo.

Mike, would you care to respond to these proposals to modify your motion?
Orcutt: Exhibit G has already gone to the Pacific Council (it will be
included in their briefing information). I need to hear the concerns with the
other report.

Fletcher: The problem is that there are two different versions of

definitions: 1) the TAT report, and 2) the packet that the Pacific Council
has (appendix to the TAT report).
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Vilkinson: It is becoming clear that in order to get any consensus, the
motion will need to: 1) exclude exhibit G, 2} exclude the paragraph
describing status quo on page one of the TAT report, and 3) include the
overfishing report., {Keith, did you mean for #3 to be the Fall Chinook Review
Team Report?]

Bitts: 1t is appropriate for this Council to decide whether to endorse the
Klamath River Fall Chinook Review Team Report. 1 would like to point out that
this report was prepared under the auspices of the Pacific Council. It was
sent to us from them, so it is not as if we are sending them something that
they haven’t seen. We are just endorsing the product of their work. The TAT
report has already been forwarded to the Pacifie Council,

McIsaac: The motion on the floor does not refer to the overfishing report.
Orcutt: 1'm not referring to the overfishing report at all.

%% Motion re-stated: Forward to the Pacific Council the views of the Klamath
Council regarding supplemented escapement (e.g. SDA) and the range on the
table -- from status quo to alternative D. The Pacifie Council ecould then
send the proposals out for public review.

Mclsaac: I1f the Pacific Council considers this motion, your motion would only
ask them to look at this range. No other options would be considered to go
out for public review. What I expected you to say is that the Klamath Council
recommends to the Pacific Council that these four alternatives of
supplementing spawners be forwarded for public review. Was that it, or would
you rather it be just if the Pacific Council considers the supplementation
issue that these four be included in it?

Orcutt: The definition of status quo is being defined by technical
methodology and litigation. This Council doesn't need to make a statement on
status quo. What is the purpose of this Council? Whenever we are faced with
critical issues, we discuss them yet put them off to others (Pacific Council)
to decide on. Maybe the money that is spent on maintaining this Council could
be better spent on restoration projects.

Call for question:

California Commercial Salmon Fishing